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(1) Steven D. Maki . 
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Status of Application: 
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Time: 



Type of Interview: 

^ Telephonic 

□ Video Conference 

□ Personal (Copy given to: □ Applicant □ Applicant's representative) 

Exhibit Shown or Demonstrated: □ Yes ^ No 
If Yes, provide a brief description: 



Part I. 

Rejection(s) discussed: 
103 

Claims discussed: 
1 

Prior art documents discussed: 
Heinen 

Part II. 

SUBSTANCE OF INTERVIEW DESCRIBING THE GENERAL NATURE OF WHAT WAS DISCUSSED: 

See Continuation Sheet 

Part III. 

£3 It is not necessary for applicant to provide a separate record of the substance of the interview, since the interview 
directly resulted in the allowance of the application. The examiner will provide a written summary of the substance 
of the interview in the Notice of Allowability. 

□ It is not necessary for applicant to provide a separate record of the substance of the interview, since the interview 
did not result in resolution of all issues. A brief summary by the examiner appears in Part II above. 
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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was discussed: Examiner 
informed applicant's representative that the IDS filed 12-1 1-03 has been considered. Discussed Heinen's disclosure 
regarding pitch P1 and figure 7 (peaks and valleys on one side being 180 degrees out of phase with peaks and valleys 
on the other side). Discussed applicants arguments on page 3 of the response filed 10-31-05. Examiner proposed 
amendment to claim 1 to place case in condition for allowance over prior art of record including Heinen. Examiner 
proposed amending the specification to provide literal antecedent basis for the proposed claim 1 amendment and 
noted that the subject matter of "the spacing between the projections is greater than the width of the projections" is 
reasonably conveyed by the original disclosure including original figures. Examiner also proposed title change and 
drawing change to correspond to the specification change filed 10-31-05. Applicant's representative agreed to the 
changes in the examiner's amendment. 



